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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see interview summary, filed 26 September 2006, with 
respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 10-15 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
newly found prior art reference(s). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 10-14 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Templin et al. (5,781,550) and Schneider (2004/0158741). 

4. As per claim 10, Templin et al. teaches a method comprising: redirecting the file 
from a first peer node to an interception node, the file being originally intended to be 
transferred directly from the first peer node to a second peer node (see Templin et al., 
col. 5, lines 9-24); processing the file in the interception node (see Templin et al., col. 3, 
lines 21-31); and transferring the file from the interception node to the second peer node 
(see Templin et al., col. 8, lines 38-47). But fails to teach a method of transferring a file 
in a peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being 
computers in the peer-to-peer computer network. However, Schneider teaches a 
method of transferring a file in a peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and 
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the second peer node being computers in the peer-to-peer computer network (see 
Schneider, H 37). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify Templih et al. to a method of transferring a file in a 
peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being 
computers in the peer-to-peer computer network in order to control communication of 
content between user terminals, and more particularly control the proliferation of virus 
infected content by outsourcing virus scanning services (see Schneider, H 1). 

5. As per claim 1 1 , Templin et al. and Schneider teach a method wherein the peer- 
to-peer computer network includes the Internet (see Templin et al., col. 3, line 65-col. 4, 
line 9). 

6. As per claim 12, the above-mentioned motivation of claim 10 applies fully in order 
to combine Templin et al. and Schneider. Templin et al. teaches an interception node 
(see Templin et al., col. 5, lines 9-24) and Schneider teach a method wherein 
processing the file in the node comprises scanning the file for viruses (see Schneider, H 
37). 

7. As per claim 13, Templin et al. and Schneider teach a method wherein 
processing the file in the interception node comprises filtering a content of the file (see 
Templin et al., col. 2, lines 22-29). 

8. As per claim 14, Templin et al. and Schneider teach a method wherein 
redirecting the file comprises: informing the second peer node that an address of the 
first peer node is that of the interception node (see Templin et al., col. 3, lines 21-31). 
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9. As per claim 22, Templin et al. teaches, a method comprising: transferring the file 
from a first peer node to an interception node, the file being originally intended to be 
transferred directly from the first peer node to a second peer node (see Templin et aL, 
coL 5, lines 9-24), and transferring the file from the interception node to the second peer 
node (see Templin et aL, col. 8, lines 38-47). But fails to teach a method of transferring 
a file in a peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node 
being computers in the peer-to-peer computer network; scanning the file for viruses in 
the interception node. However Schneider teaches a method of transferring a file in a 
peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being 
computers in the peer-to-peer computer network; scanning the file for viruses in the 
interception node (see Schneider, 1} 37). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Templin et al. to a method 
of transferring a file in a peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the 
second peer node being computers in the peer-to-peer computer network; scanning the 
file for viruses in the interception node in order to control communication of content 
between user tenninals, and more particularly control the proliferation of virus infected 
content by outsourcing virus scanning services (see Schneider, ^ 1). 

10. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Templin 
et al. and Schneider as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Morris et al. 
(6,629,100). Templin et al. and Schneider teach the mentioned limitations of claim 10 
above and furthermore Templin et al. teaches transferring the file from the interception 
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node to the second peer node (see Templin et aL, col. 8, lines 38-47) but fail to teach 
querying a P2P server for location information of peer nodes involved in a transfer of the 
file; based on a response from the P2P server, identifying the second peer node as a 
node involved in the transfer of the file from the first peer node. However, Morris et al. 
teaches querying a P2P server for location information of peer nodes involved in a 
transfer of the file (see Morris et al., col. 8, lines 1-9); based on a response from the 
P2P server, identifying the second peer node as a node involved in the transfer of the 
file from the first peer node (see Morris et al., col. 8, lines 10-21). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Templin et al. and Schneider to querying a P2P server for location information of peer 
nodes involved in a transfer of the file; based on a response from the P2P server, 
identifying the second peer node as a node involved in the transfer of the file from the 
first peer node in order to allow users and groups to share images and restrict access to 
the images and metadata (see Morris et al., col. 1, line 64-col. 2, line 4). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ranodhi Serrao whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30pm, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571) 272-3880. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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